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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
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Washington, DC 20554

RE: Application by Verizon New England Inc., et al., for Authorization To Provide In
Region, InterLATA Services in Massachusetts, Docket No. 00-176

RE: Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound Tramc, CC Docket No!.9-68 )

Dear Ms. Salas:

Yesterday, W.P. Barr, T. Tauke, M. Glover and E. Young of Verizon met with
Commissioner Powell and K. Dixon to discuss the enclosed materials regarding DSL.
The issue of reciprocal compensation was also discussed in which Verizon urged the
Commission: 1) not to supplant existing state decisions that have already moved to a
"bill and keep" regime or imposed traffic ratio caps lower than the FCC transition plan;
and 2) make any federal transition plan to "bill and keep" mandatory.

Please let me know if you have any questions. The twenty-page limit does not apply as
set forth in DA 00-2159.

Sincerely,

~~K~~
E. Einhorn
S. Pie
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INDEX TO DSL EVIDENCE

What VZ demollstrated to the IJTE . What the IJTE IOlllld What VZ demonstrated to the FCC

A. Installation Timeliness

I. Verizon demonstrated that it is providing xDSL loops to CLECs on time.
Veri IOn demonstrated that. in first quarler 2000, its "VZ-MA is performing as a wholesale provider Veri IOn demonstrated in its application thaI. during
on-time performance for xDSL loops reached 96 should. It gives CLEC customers the service they June and July, its on-lime performance for DSL
percent for compleled orders (i.e .• excluding no- request." DTE Eval. al 306. I(lops met or exceeded 95 percent in each of Ihe
access and no-facilities situations) using data Ihat separate reporting categories included in Ihe PAP.
was collecled following the same parameters as arc "The more experience VZ-MA gains, the heller its Application at IH; IJR 196; GtC All. M.
used in the Performance Assurance Plan (PAP). performance hecomes." DTE Eval. at 305.
App. B. Tah 423, at Checklisl AlT. 1 103. Veri IOn suhmilled C2C reports demonslrating thaI.

'" Veri/on's I provisioning inlervals, for hoth its from May through July, Veri IOn mel hetween 96
Vcri/llIl dClllollstrall:d Ihal. frolll March through retail ADSL service and the service il provides to and 97 percent of its appointments for all xDSL
JUIlC :WOO. its on-time performance exceeded 96 CLECs. are decreasing, as arc Ihe percentage of loop orders. GtC All. E.
percent for cOl1lpleted orders using data that was missed installation appoinlments." DTE Eval. at
collected following the same paramelers as are used 305. Veri IOn again pointed 10 Ihis strong on-time
in Ihe PAP. App. B. Tah 494. al Checklist Aft". 'I performance in its Reply Commenls. Reply
96. "We affirm our findings contained in our Comments at 6; UR Reply 'I 57.

Evalualion: VZ-MA provisions xDSL loops to
VerilOn del1lonstraleu Ihat Ihis strong on-time CLECs when CLECs request them." DTE Reply at Verizon also filed with its application all the
performance continued in July 2000. App. B, Tah 74. evidence Ihat was included in Ihe state record.
552.
Veri IOn demonstraleu thaI it provides CLECs with "CLECs receive their requested xDSL provisioning Verizon demonstrated in its application thai. in
the due dates they request. Verizon conducted a interval approximately 99 percenl of the time." June 2000, Ihe average inlerval offered for pre-
study of approximately 3.000 June orders for two- DTE Eval. al 306. qualified wholesale xDSL orders was at parity with
wire digital and DSL loops and found that almost retail. It also demonstrated that, in July, there was
all of Ihese orders received the date that was less than one-third of a day difference, which is
requested or that is set forth in the C2C guidelines. smaller than the half-day difference the
App. B. Tah 520. at 2527-2528 (old numbering); Commission found was not compelitively
App. B, Tah 565. at 5632 (old numhering). significanl in New York. Veri IOn further

demonstrated that the average inlervals offered for
loops thai required qualification in June and July
were well wilhin the 9-day interval for such loops.
GtC'R'. 79. 81 & All. K.



Veri IOn provided CLEC-specific data 10 verify its
on-time performance:

3 Verizon submilled evidence of a DTE
supervised data reconciliation of Covad's orders
from February 7-1 I, 2000, which found that
Veri IOn timely completed 92 percent of Covad
orders once orders that Covad incorrectly ascribed
as Verizon misses were properly excluded. App. B.
Tab 423, at Checklist AtT.1207.

3 Verizon also demonstraled that ils on-time
performance for em'ad's xDSL loops improved
every month from Cklober 1999 to Man:h 2IK)()
under the measurements used in the C2C
performance reports. App. B, Tab 423, al Checklist
Aff.1207.

3 In response to a DTE Information Request,
Verizon provided CLEC-specific data for missed
appointment measurement from October 1999 to
February 2000 for UNE Complex Services. App.
B, Tab 443 (response 10 Information Request DTE
5-13) (proprietary).

3 "Earlier this year. the Department oversaw a data
reconciliation between YZ-MA and Covad for 132
of Covad's orders completed between February 7
II, 2000. The carriers agreed that 116 of the orders
were completed on time. In addition, through this
recom:iliation, it was delermined that six orders
scored as 'misses' should have been counted as
'met,' increasing VZ-MA's on-time performance to
92 percent." DTE Eva!. at 308-309.

3 ",Wle do not consider Covad's data to
demonstrate poor provisioning performance." DTE
Eva!. at 30!!.

3 "Until we read Covad's FCC comments, we were
unaware that this lack of CLEC-specific data posed
a hindrance to Covad because Covad never raised
this issue during our proceeding. Indeed, the only
requests made to VZ-MA for CLEC-specific non
hot cut loops during this year's § 271 proceeding
came from the Department; and we heard nothing
about the mailer from Covad until its October 16
comments." DTE Reply at 70 & n.231.

"Neither Covad nor Rhythms mentioned any VZ
MA refusal to provide CLEC-specific data in our
§ 271 proceeding (or in any other Department
proceeding)." DTE Reply at 75.
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Veri/on also filed in its applit:ation all the evidence
that was included in the state record.
Veri IOn filed in ils application all the evidence that
was included in the state record.



2. Verizon demonstrated that it is providing loops in a non-discriminatory manner.

3 Veri IOn dcmonslralcd that. fwm Orloht'r 1t}t}lJ
Ihrough March 2!JOO, il mcl LJ4,2 perrent 01 lis
inslallalion appoinlments for Vilis, and Ihal in
March Veri IOn mel ne;lrly lJX percenl of ils
appoinlmenls for Vilis, App, B, Tah 42,"l, at
Cheddisl All 'I 210.

3 Vcrizon dcmonslrated Ihal, in March 2000, ils
on-lime performance for Rhythms increased to
more Ihan 95 percent despile a big increase in order
volume. App. B, Tab 432, al Checklist Aff. '1211.

Verizon demonslratcu Ihal il is compleling pre
qualified xDSL loops al Icast as quickly as relail
orders, even Ihough unbundled loop orders arc
more complicaled 10 provision:

3 Under Ihe measuremenls used in Ihe C2C
performance reporls, Yerizon demonslraled Ihal, in
sccond quartcr 2000, the average inlerval offcrcd
and average inlervalcompleled for xDSL loops was
roughly Ihe same for wholesale and relail. App. B,
Tab 537.

3 "Vilis has fill' cllnk'sled VZ-MA 's perfllrmance
111IS year." IHI: hal. al ."lOI.

3 "VZ-MA reviewed Rhylhms daims and noted
Ihal ils C2C Guidelincs dala for Rhylhms indicale
Ihal ils percentage of missed appoinlmenls dropped
from over 21 percenl in Oclober, 1999, to 4.73
percenl in March. dcspile a len fold increase in
Rhylhms' orders." DTE implies Ihal Rhylhms
droppcd Ihese claims. noling Ihal "Covad is Ihe
only carrier Ihal conlinues 10 make specific daims
about VZ-MA's provisioning performance." DTE
Eval. al 302.

3 "YZ-MA's performance data indicale Ihal il
generally provisions xDSL loops for CLECs in
approximalely Ihe same amount of time that il
provisions xDSL loops for ils own retail service."
DTE Eval. at 298.

Yerizon's "provisioning intervals. for bolh its retail
ADSL service and Ihe service il provides to
CLECs, are decreasing." DTE Eval. al 305,

"We affirm our findings contained in our
Evalualion: VZ-MA provisions xDSL loops to
CLECs when CLECs requeslthem," DTE Reply al
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Veriwn demonSlrated Ihal. fwm May through July
2000, Ihe weighled average inlerval compleled for
itself and CLECs was al parity. In addition.
Verizon suhmilled evidence in ils Applicalion of a
study of randomly selected DSL orders from June
and July that updated and expanded upon a study in
the state proceeding and demonstrated that. for pre
qualified loops. the average offered and completed
intervals for wholesale and retail were at parity.
Yerizon further noted that, hecause unbundled DSL
loops arc much more difficult to install than retail
DSL service. the fact Ihat performance is
comparahle for the two services means that CLECs
actually receive service that is superior to what
Verizon provides itself. Applicalion at 24; G/C
'ft 79-80 & All. K; LlR'1 IOO-Ill I.

Yeriwn again poinled to lhis performance in its
Reply Commenls. Reply Comments at 9-10; IJR



3 VerilOnl:lll1ducted a study of l-t-t randomly
selecled x1)SL-loop orders from January and
February 2000, The sludy found that the average
l:ompleted interval for lhese loops was 7,6 days.
App. B, Tao 423, at Measuremenls Af1170. (In
January and February 2000, DSL was nol
separalely badedoul from olher complex services
in Ihe C2C reporls; VerilOn's own average inlervals
for complex services in January and February were
7.5M days and S.H days, respeclively. App. B, Tao
424.) In response to a DTE requesl, Veri IOn
provided supporling uocumenlalion for ils inlerval
sludy. App. B, Tao 44.~ (response 10 Informalion
Requesl rnE 5-30)

Verilon demonslraled thaI inlervalmeasures - sudl
as orders eompleted wilhin 6 days (PR-.~-I()) - do
nol al:l:uralely measure Verilon' s performance.
Firsl, Verizon, noled thaI Ihe corred inlerval for
CLEC orders Ihal arc nol prequalified - whil:h
make up the bulk of all CLEC DSL loop orders - is
nine days, nol six. App. B, Tab 565 al 5632 (old
numhering). Second, Verizon demonslratedlhat
CLECs often requesl a longer inlervallhan 6 days,
bUI Ihat CLECs often uo nol code their orders
properly so Ihal inlerval measures such as PR-3-1 0
do nol caplure lhis fact. App. B, Tab 423, al
Measuremenls AfT. 'JI70; App. B, Tab 494, al
Measuremenls AfT 'I 19. Verizon demonslrated
Ihalthis coding proolcm is confirmed by Ihe fal:l
Ihal CLECs are given the inlervals Ihey request.
App. B, Tah 520, al 2527-2528 (old numbering);
App. B, Tah 565, al 5632 (old numhering).
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3 "In response 10 DO)'s UlI1l:ern Ihal Wl' may have
relied upon a VZ·MA study of POTS lines 10

support our finding Ihal VZ-MA provisions XdsL
loops to CLECs whl'n they request Ihem, we nole
Ihal in ils May measuremenls affidavil, VZ-MA
disl:ussed a sludy of randomly selecled xDSL
orders from January and February 2000. The
Departmenl requesled and rel:eivedlhe supporting
dOl:umenlalion for Ihis sludy, which indicales Ihal
for xDSL orders requiring a dispaldl, CLECs
miscoded approximalely 30 perl:enl of Ihe orders,
CLECs request longer Ihan Ihe slaled inlerval but
neglected 10 code Ihose orders wilh an 'X' instead
of a 'W.' The Departmenl expecls this
c1arifil:alion. which we neglededlo make explil:il
in our Evalualion, will resolve any of lhe DOl's
conl:erns aoout any inappropriale reliance on VZ
MA's POTS sludies." DTE Reply al 75-76.
"VZ-MA has lesli lied hefore the Department Ihal
ils relail represenlatives do not usc manual loop
qualilil:alions or engineering queries, whil:h will
add additional lime 10 Ihe prol:ess.... It is only
logicallhat Ihis added slep would increase
provisioning inlervals for CLECs, thus making it
appear thaI VZ-MA's performance for CLECs is
out of parily, when in facl it is not out of parity."
DTE Eva!. at 306.

"VZ-MA has explained persuasively how including
loops Ihat are pre-qualifi~d and loops Ihat require
manual loop qual ilication in the measure creates a
mis-impression of a lack of parity." DTE Eva!. at
307.
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Reply'R SIl.

Veri IOn also riled in ils applicalion all Ihe evidenl:e
lhal was indudeu in Ihe slale rCl:ord.

Veril.On demonslrated in ils applicalion that loops
that have not heen prequalilied arc included in the
dala lhat go into the percent compleled in 6 days
measure (PR-3-1O), and that as a result the reported
res'-!lts incorrectly appear as though Veri7.0n is
providing better service to itself than to CLECs.
Application at 24; UR 11 100-101; G/C '11'178-8 J.

In response to complaints ahout Veri7.0n's
provisioning performance and attempts to rely
predominately on PR-3-1O, Verizon reiterated in its
reply commenls that PR-3-1 0 docs not renect
Vcrizon' s performance, and is skewed, inter alia,
hy the fact that many CLEC loop orders have nol
heen prequalilied. Reply Comments at 8; LlR
Reply 'R161-65; GIC Reply 'I 10. Drs. Gertner and
Bamherger confirmed thatlhe reported results are
skewed hy CLEC hehavior, and that one simple fact



al:l:ounts lor ahout 50 perl:ent of the apparent
differenl:e in the perl:entage of Veriwn and CLEC
orders l:ompleled within 6 days. G/B Reply'" 21,
n,24.

Veriwn also filed in its applkalion all the evidenl:e
that was induded in the state rel:ord.

3. Verizon demonstrated that there was no backlog of orders.
Verizon lestified (and provided supporting "Covad acknowledges that it did, indeed, indude As desnihed ahove, Verizon demonstrated in its
proprielary data, DTE No.3) that VZ reviewed 'no facilities <lvailahle' in the category of a VZ-MA application that ilwmpletes more Ihan 95 percenl
nearly 100 perl:enl of Covad 's so-called had log caused canl:eled order, constituting 32.4 percent of of DSL loop orders on time. Applicalion al 1&; L/R
orders and found that 22 perl:enl had heen the Iotal. Covad also admitted Ihat it erroneously '196; O/C Atl. M; G/C All. E <It 10,24,3&.
complelcd and Covad had given Verizon a serial induded orders that were canceled hecause a
numher; 7 percent had heen canceled; 2& pen:ent duplicale order was issued (6.5 percent of Ihe lolal). Veriwn also filed in its applil:<ltion allihe evidence
had !leen queried hac~ III Covad for errors (they Moreover, Covad indicates that cleven pereenl of that was induded in Ihe stale record
didn't ncn appt'ar III he MA PONs); and .~ I Ihe lotal is allrihutahle to canceled orders due 10

pcn:t'nl C'lIlIC in and art' due since Ihe stri~e. This long loops; eight perl:enl due 10 trenching; Iwo
lef! kss Ihan I pern'n. on the hac~log. App. B. Tah pcrl:enl is due IlIlhe presence of digital loop carrier;
520, at 2522 (old llullIht'r1 ng). and one percent of the \llIal orders that were

c<lnceled is altrihulahle 10 electronics on the line,"
DTE Eva!. at 302-303.

B. Loop Quality
I. Verizon demonstrated that it provides quality loops to CLECs.
Verizon demonslraled Ihat the overall network "IWje find that VZ-MA provides Verizon demonstraled in ils applicalion that it was
lrouhle reporl rale for CLECs was very low. App. nondiscriminatory access to loop inslallation for providing loops at a level of quality sufficient 10

B, Tah 565, al 5633 (old numhering). Verizon xDSL loops." DTE Eva!. at 314. permit compelilors a meaningful opportunity to
submilted C2C reports demonstrating Ihal this was compete. It submitted evidence that, from May
the case Ihroughout second quarter of 2000. App. through July 2000, Ihe overall network trouble
B, Tab 537. reporl rale for CLECs was very low under the

I measurements used in the C2C performance
reporls. G/C Att. E.

Veriwn also filed in ils applicalion all the evidence
that was included in the slale record.

Verizon demonslrated Ihal the low nelwork lrouhle "According 10 VZ-MA, a majority, almost 60 Verizon demonstraled in ils applicalion Ihal, in
report rate is confirmed hy the high incidence of percent, of the troubles were closed to NTF codes. July, more than &0 percent of CLEC repair requests

5



lrouhle repllrts Ihal ;lIC dosed with No Trouhk
Found:

Veri/On submilled data thai, from January 10 March
2000. approximatl'ly 50 percenlof all CLEC
reported Iroubles were dosed with No Trouhle
Found. App. B, Tab 4V, at Chedlisl AfT. '. 253.

Veri/On suhmilled dma Ihal, in July 2000, the
majority (59 percenl) of the Irouhles on DSL loop
Irouhles were dosed wilh No Trouhle Found. DTE
Eval. Atl. F (Response 10 DTE RR-323); App. B,
Tah 494, at Checklisl AlT. 1 145.

Veri/On suhmilled CLEC-spedtic dala
demonslrating Ihat. from April 10 June 2000, the
majorily of lrouhle reports suhmilled ny virtually
all individual CLEes were dosed with No Trouble
Found. App. D, Tan 550 tResponse to [)TE RR
324) (proprielary).
Veri/On delllonslraletlihat 56 percenl of the
inslallalion trouhles suhmilled hy Covad netween
April 15 and June 15, 2000, resulted in no lrouhle
found. Comhined wi Ih the fact Ihat Covad suhmits
trouhle reports for only a small fraction of its loops,
the fact that most of Ihese trouhle reports result in
no trouhle found delllonstrates that an even smaller
fraction of its loops have actualtrouhles of any
kind. App. B, Tah 494, Checklist Afl at 'II 144.

.. It appl'ars ""m olll rccord Ihat no CLEC is
dispulinl! VZMA's nplanation of thc disparily
Ihclween whoksak and rl'laill in numners of
trounk lil'll'ls issul'd (i.e .. CLECs accept loops and
IiiI.' trounle lid..ch immediately Ihereafter)." DTE
Eval. at .",11-.",12

"Covad is incorrect when it states thai 'al least 44CX,
of the loops IVZ-MA I delivered to Covad were
non-functioning loops.' '" According to VZ-MA,
Covad reported installation troubles within 30 days
of an installation (captured by PR-60 I) during April
through June 2000, for la small, single digit
pereenl) of its completed installations. The figure
of 'at least' 44 pereenl of loops with a found
'trouhle' cited hy Covad docs not represent 44
percent of all loops provisioned to Covad hut,
rather [a small, single digit percent I of all loops
VZ-MA provisioned to Covad during this three
month period. This figure is a far cry from 44
percent of the loops delivered by VZ-MA to
Covad." DTE Reply at 80.

"In its comments to the FCC, Covad dramatically
overstates the numher of its loops that experience
troubles within 30 days of provisioning. The
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Ihal were suhmilled on DSL loops were traced to
cither problcllls Ihal should have neen revealed
during acceptance lesling, or were dosed wilh no
trouhle found. Applicalion at 25-26; LlR n 104
105.

Verilon again noted this in its Reply COlllmenls.
Reply COlllments al 12.

Veri/On also tiled wilh ils applicalion all the
evidence that was included in Ihe state record.

Veri/On demonstrated in its application thai, in the
case of one major CLEC, 56 percent of repair
requests from April IS to June 15,2000, were
resolved with no lrouhle found, and 90 percent of
the remainder were outside facilities issues that q
properly performed acceptance test hy the CLEC
would have disclosed. Application at 26; UR
'(105.

In response to Covad's claim that Veril.On's
stalement constituted an admission that 44 percent
of the loops provided to Covad did not work,
Veri/On noted that its earlier statement that 56
percent of the trouhle reports suhmilled hy Covad
were closed with no lrouhle found has no hearing
on the percentage of total loops with trouhle
reports. Veri IOn demonstrated that, in fact, Covad
suhmits trouhle reports for only u small fraction of
its loops, and that most of these trouhle reports



;ll','urall: numhn. provilkd ahow, is a fral:lllJn of
thl: 44 pl:rcent it claims and is nol indicative of
disl'fiminatory Ill'havior hy VZ-MA." DTE Reply
al K2·KJ.

resuh in no trouhle found, which shows that an
even smaller fraclion of Covad's loops (in Ihe low
single digilS) have acluallrouhles of any kind.
Reply ComlTlents al 12 n.1 I; LlR Reply 'I 67.

Verizon also filed wilh ils applicalion all the
evidence that was included in the state record.

2. Verizon demonstrated that the "trouble report within 30 days" result" that are reported do not accurately measure
Verizon's performance, but instead reflect CLEC behavior (such as accepting loops that are not suitable for the service they
want and filing trouble report,,).
Verizon demonstrated that, in July 2000, more than
75 percenl of the 5\}4 loops on which CLECs had
reporled trouhles wilhin 30 days were loops that
CLECs had certified as working during joint
acceplance testing. App. n. Tah 565, al 5634 (old
numhering); DTE Eva!. App. F (Response 10 DTE
RR·J2J).

This is consislenl \vilh lhc evidence desnihed
ahove thai Ihe majority of CLEC lrouhle reporls
resuhed in no trouhle found.

3 Verizon demonstrated that CLECs appeared 10 he
intentionally acceptin~ loops they knew would not

"VZ-MA reviewed xDSL loop trouhles reported in
the month of July, which amounted to almost 600
loop troubles.... VZ-MA states that the vast
majority (one third of the total troubles reported)
were closed to cahle conditions despite the fact Ihat
over 75 percent of these I<l ops had recent
acceptance testing (with the serial numher
provided) hy the CLEC. VZ-MA argues ils
analysis supports its conclusion that CLECs arc
accepting loops that they should not he accepting.
It appears from our record that no CLEC is
disputing VZ-MA 's explanation of the disparity in
numhers of trouhle tickets issued (i.e., CLECs
accept loops and file trouble tickets immediately
thereafter). DTE Eval at 312.

3 "Our record supports VZ-MA's contention that
CLECs sometimes accept loops they know will not
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Verizon demonstrated in its application that CLECs
arc suhmilting trouhle reports on many loops that
they certified as working during acceptance testing.
Verizon repeated the results of its study in the state
proceeding that, of W4 CLEC trouhle reports in
July, more Ihan 75 percent had recent acceptance
lesling and corresponding serial numhers provided
hy the CLEC. Applicalion at 25-26; IJR 1ft 104 &
All. L.

In response 10 comments relying predominately on
measures such as trouhle reports within 30 days,
Verizon again pointed out that the vast majority of
trouble reports suhmilted hy CLECs in July were
closed with No Trouble Found. Verizon also
submitted results of a study hy Drs. Gertner and
Bamherger that confirmed that, once trouble reports
for which CLECs provided a serial number arc
excluded, the percentage of CLEC orders with
trouble tickets within 30 days is lower than
Verizon's retailtrouhle report rate. Reply
Comments at 12-13; LlR Reply 'I 66 & Alt. F; GIB
Reply 'I 25.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence thaI was included in Ihe state record.
Verizon demonstrated in its Application that, in
July, more than 80 percent of CLEC repair requests



supporllhe servicc they wish 10 pnl\ide and shOlll~

thereafler suhmilling trouhle tickelS on thcse loops
ApI' B. Tah 520. at 255.1-2555 (old nUlllherlllg).

3 In response 10 IHE RR-:U3, VZ studied 59-t
DSI. loop trouhles reporled in the monlh of July
and delermined that Ihe vast majority of Ihose with
trouhle found were \:..hle issues that, given they
were reported so dose 10 the lurn-up date. and
considering the extremely high percentage of cahle
lrouhles, there is very lillie likelihood Ihatthese
types of prohlems had occurred suhsequent 10

installalion. See DTE Eval. al API'. F (Response to
RR-323).

3 CLECs admilled to engaging in this practice:

Covad: "The process that Covad experiences, if
Bell Atlantic provisions the loop and through Harris
testing we discover it has, for example, load coil on
it. Ihe way that is dealt with is through a trouhle
ticket. We have to call and open up a lrouhle ticket.
Bell Atlantic has a commitment to clear a trouhle
ticket within 24 hour~." API" B, Tah 233, at 3247
(new numbering).

supporllhl' scr\icc Ihcy inlend toolkr.... the
Ikparlllll'ni docs not accord a significanl amounl of
\\Clght 10 Ihis Illl'trlL We will not draw negative
pcrforlllann' implications on VZ-MA's part derived
from the cOl1lluL'lof some CLEes in playing an
angle in the system." IHE Eval. at 313-314.

"In questioning VZ-MA's xDSL performance. it
appears to the Departrnentthat the DOJ is relying
upon CLEC allegations that (a) arc heing rnade hy
DTE 99-271 participants for the lirst time in their
FCC comments, or (b) are heing made hy CLECs
that never sought to participate in DTE 99-271. We
hase our recommendation upon information
contained in our record." DTE Reply at 84.

3 "ITlhe Deparllllent docs not agree that a 'trouhle'
on a loop equals a non-functioning loop. as Covad
contends. VZ-MA stated that some CLECs will
accept a loop and then open a trouble ticket to have
VZ-MA perform work on that loop to meet certain
technical specilications (e.g., faster transmission
speed)." DTE Reply Eva!. at 81.

3 "During a technical session last year, several
CLECs acknowledged accepting loops that, absent
additional work by VZ-MA, could not support
xDSL service (i.e .• loops with load coils, excessive
bridged tap) and then. i~mediately thereafter. filing
trouble tickets to ohtain loop conditioning...."
DTE Eval. at313-314.

"While we cannot say - with any assurance - why a
CLEC would do so. we can say that ascribing the
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for OSL loops were traced 10 prohlems thaI should
have heen revealed during aeceplance testing or
were dosed with no (rouhle found. Verizon stated
lhatthe fact that CLECs arc suhrnilling trouhle
reporls within short periods after loops arc installed
- and afler they provide a serial number accepting
the loops as working - suggests that CLECs re
accepting loops that arc not capable of supporting
Ihe loops they wish to provide and then suhmilling
'repair' orders in an effort to force Veri7.0n to
rehuild or replace the loop. Application at 25-26;
LlR1'I103-105.

Veri7.0n repealed these facts in its Reply
Comments. Reply Commenls at 12-13; LlR Reply
166 & All. F.

Verizon also liled with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.



c.:on...equenn' 01 .. CLEC business decision to a
('mad reiterated Ihis daim In Julv 2000 'Thl' rurportl'd VZ-MA failurl' appe;lrs unwarr;lnled."

only way we can get a n:di ...patdl o~ a hOld 10llp IS IHE Reply al K I.
by accepting a bad loop or a loop Ihat \\t' dldn't
even get from the Reel' ;lnd opening a trouhle "The Ikpartlllenll';l11111l1 and will nol guess why
lit:ket with the RCMC" App_ B, Tab 462. at Covad would an'ept ;I loop that docs nllt support
SlafraniedKatllllan Ded. '165. the ltDSL scrvit:e it intends to olTer over thai loop.

YZ-MA has posited that Cl.ECs want to "lock in" a
Vitls: Our approat:h has been the same manner loop, a daim wc notc no l'LEC has challcngcd,"

with the trouble report. They have two or three DTE Reply at KI.
days' lurnaround lime repairing those, depending
on how many load t:oils they have and how much ",Sltatemenls made hy l'ovad's eltperts before us
work is involved." App. B, Tab 233, at 324K (new contradicl Ihe position il has taken before the FCC
numhering). (i.e .• it docs nol acceplloops Ihat would nol support

the level of ltDSL service it inlends to offer)." DTE
Reply at 83.

3. Verizon demonstrated that CLECs submit fewer repeat trouble reports than Verizon.
Under Ihe measurements used in the C2C '" WIe note Ihal CLECs suhmit signilit:antly fewcr Verillln dcmonstrated in ils Applicalion Ihal, from
perforlllanl'c reports. Verilon demonstraled Ihat. in rcpeal trouble reports on ltOSL loops than docs YZ- May through July ZOOO, the repeat lrouhle report
second quarter 2000, CLECs suhmillcd fewcr MA for its retail c.:ustomers. This metri<: for CLECs was lower than for retail. ole All. E.
rcpcallroublc reports Ihan Verilon did for its rctail demonslrates that once CLECs re<:eive loops that
customers. App. B. Tah 42."\, ;It Cheddist Afl arc appropriate for ltDSL service, they eltperien<:e In response to nili<:isms of Yerizon's loop quality
'1'1144-146; App. B, Tab 446; App. B. T;lb 537. fewer problems than YZ-MA." DTE Eval. at 321. performanc.:e and aHempts to rely predomin;ltely on

measures such as trouble reports within 30 days,
Version again stated these fa<:ts. Reply Commcnts
al 13; G/C Reply All. D.

Ycrizon also filed with its application all the
cvidcn<:c that was induded in thc statc rc<:ord.

C. Maintenance and Repair
1. Verizon demonstrated that it is providin2 maintenance in a., nondiscriminatory manner

9



Veri/lln sUOlllilted ('~(' perfllrlllance d.lta Ihal 11\

missed repair app"inlment rale in lilt' secllllli
4uarler 2000 was Illw. App. B. lao -t-tll; App B.
Tao 537.

Veriwn also suomilted carrier-specific missed
appointmenl data for April through June 2000 that
demonstrates Ihat missed appointment rales for
individual l'LECs were low. App. B, Tao 550
(Response 10 DTE RR 324) (proprietary).

Vcriwn demonstratel! thaI. in second 4uarter 2()()(),
CLECs suomilled fewer repeat trouhle reports than
Veriwn did for its retail customers. App. B, Tao
423, at ChecklislAIT. '1'1 144-146; App. B, Tao 537;
App. B, Tao 446.

"I \Vic lind Ihat \·I.-~I:\ prmllk's mainlenance and
rl'pair fllr ("I.! T ")SI. Ipllrs in suostanlially the
same \IIIit' and mannl'r as 11 docs fllr retail
l:Ushlllll'rs" IHI: hal. at .l22

"I WIe note that CLECs suhmit signifil:anlly fewer
repeat trouhle reports on xDSL loops than does VZ
MA for its retail customers. This metric
demonstrates that once CLECs receive loops that
arc appropriate for xDSL service, they experience
fewer prohlems than VZ-MA." DTE Eva!. at 321.

VerilOn tk'monstraled in ils Application that the
missed repair appllinlmenl rale was low and
dedining, and Ihat, in July 2000, the missed repair
appoinlmenl rate for CLEl's was comparaole to Ihe
relail rate. G/C All. E.

In response 10 comments relying predominately on
measures such as trounle reports within 30 days,
Veril.On again noled in its Reply l'ominenls that the
missed repair appointmenl rate for CLEl's in July
was comparaole to Ihe relail rate. Verizon further
noted Ihat, in Augusl and Septemher, the rale for
CLEl's was oeller than for retail notwithstanding
Ihe impact of the August work stoppage. Reply
Comments at 14; GIl' Reply All. D.

Veril.On also filed >.vilh its application all the
evidence that was included in the stale record.
Veril.On demonslrated in its Applit:ation lhatthe
repeat trouole report for l'LEes was lower than for
Veril.On from May through July. GIl' Alt. E.

In response 10 critidsms of Verizon's maintenance
and repair performance and allempts to rely
predominately on repair interval measures, Verizon
again noted in its reply comments that CLECs
submit fewer repeat trounle reports for OSL than
Veril.On's retail customers. Reply Comments at 13;
GIl' Reply All. D.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.

2. Verizon demonstrated that it provides maintenance and repair within non-discriminatory intervals.
Verizon demonstrated that Veril.On's wholesale and ",W)e find that VZ-MA provides maintenance and IVerizon filed with its application all the evidence
retail maintenance and repair intervals arc repair for CLEC xOSL loops in sunstantially the that was included in the slate record.
comparahle once numerous adjustments arc made to same time and manner as it docs for retail
account for the ways in which CLEl' behavior customers." OTE Eval. at 322
affects these intervals. For example, Verizon
demonstrated that choosing a Monday appointment

to



when a Salurday appoinlmenl is offered adds 46~4X

hours to the intl'rval. DTE Eva!. All. F (VcrilOn
Response 10 DTE RR 323). at 2. Veri/on also
deJlHlnstrated that a main cause of long repairs for
'CLECs appeared to he Ihe CLEC's an:eptance
I

during the provisioning process of loops lhat cannot
SuppOrlthe CLEC's xOSL service. Id. atl Verizon
explained lhatthe only solution in these instances is
to reassign the loop 10 a new facility. or, if no spare
facilities arc availahle. huild new facilities. and that
these aClivities arc unlike traditional repair work and
require considerahle time and erfort. Id.
First. Verizon demonslrated Ihat repair intervals are
affected hy the facl Ihat CLECs intentionally accept
loops that do not supr0rl the DSL servil'es they want
to provide. which forl'es Veri IOn to rel'llllsiruct or
reprmision the loop. ApI'. B. Tah 520. al 2553-2555
(old numhering); IHI: hal ApI'. F (Veri/on
Responsl' to RR .l2.l); "PI' B. Tah 41)4. at Chel:kli,t
AlL'tIW

VerilOn nOled Ihat inJi\idual CLECs admilled to
'engaging in this practice. ApI'. B. Tah 520. at 24X6
2487 (old numhering); Apr. B. Tah 41)4. at Chel:klist
AIL 'I 139.

"We also find thai several of VZ-MA's melrics arc
affected hy the propensity of some CLECs to
accepl loops they concede are unahle to support
xDSL service. ahsent additional work hy VZ-MA
technicians.... Bel:ause CLECs are al:cepling
loops that do no support xOSL service. VZ-MA's
efforts are much greater than with its retail xOSL
service (e.g .. involving VZ-MA's construction and
engineering crews) and much more lime
consuming." OTE Eva!. al 320.

"Covad fails to make the obvious connection
hetween CLECs accepting loops they know or
should know will not support the level of service
they intend to offer and what effcctthat will have
on the number of trouble tickcts for newly
provisioned loops." OTE Reply at 81-82.

II

As noled ahove, Verizon demonstrated in its
application that, in July, more lhan 80 pen;enl of
CLEC repair requests for OSL loops were traced to
prohlems that should have heen revealed during
acceptance testing (lr were dosed with no trouhle
found. Veri IOn explained that Ihis indicaled that
CLECs were al:l:epling loops that arc nol ,,!pahle of
supporting Ihe servil:es they wish to provide and
then suhmilling repair orders. Application at 25
26; UR 1'( 102-105 & Ails. L, M.

In response 10 complainIs ahoul Verizon's
mainlenance and rcpair performance and attempts
to rely predominately on repair interval measures,
Verizon noted in its Reply Comments that if repair
intervals are adjusted to exclude only those requests
that are attrihutahle to situations where Verizon is
forced to condition and reprovision a loop that was
never capahle of supporting DSL service, the
reported difference helween mean time to repair for
wholesale and retail is reduced to only nine hours
for July and three hours for Septemher. As noted
helow, Veizon also demonslrated that when the fact
that CLECs frequently decline weekend
appoinlments is taken into account, the difference
hetween Verizon's wholesale and retail
performance is reduced to only live hours in July



Second, Veri/.on demonslrated that repair intervals
arc alTecleu by CLECs failure to accepl weekenu
appointments. This occurs hecause Veri/.on uoes
not slop the dock over the weekend so poslponing
the repair appointment extends the interval. App.
B, Tan 494, at Checklist AIl.11135-I3H; DTE
Eval. App. r- (Response to RR-323); App. n, Tah
565, at 5633 (olu numhering).

Third, Veri/.On demonstrated that repair intervals are

"We also lind thaI several of VZ-MA' s melrics are
alTecleu hy ... the preference for Monday and not
weekenu repair appointments." DTE Eva!. at 320.

"Other than Rhythms inuicating in its FCC
comments that it accepts Saturday repair
appointments and appointments outside of the
standard 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. period, no CLEC
has contested VZ-MA 's a~sertion that CLEC
hehavior adversely afTecl~; several of its
maintenance and repair metrks (e.g., dedining
Saturday appointmenls, inahility to isolate
accurately a source of trouhle on a loop, accepting
loops that require additional work hy VZ-MA
technicians)." DTE Reply at 86-87.

"While VZ-MA did perform a study of the effect of
CLEC-rejected weekend appointments for non
xDSL loops, it undertook the same study for just
xDSL loops.... It is clear to the Department that
this VZ-MA study was of just xDSL, not POTS,
loops. Later in its comments, the DOl questions
the accuracy of VZ-MA 's study because 'CLECs
deny that they avoid weekend repair appointments.
Rhythms is the only CLEC that has affirmed, albeit
in its FCC comments, that it does indeed accept
offered weekend repair '1ppointments from VZ
MA. Therefore. we respectfully disagree with the
DOl's usc (in footnote 43 of the DOl Evaluation)
of FCC comments filed by Covad and NAS... to
question the validity of the VZ-MA study." DTE
Reply at 89-90.

"VZ-MA's evidence of havin~ to rely on CLECs to

12

anu is dilllinaleu in Seplemner. Reply Comments
al 12, 14-15~ LlR Reply'H'H 71-72 & Atl. F; GIB
Reply '125.

Veri/.on also filed wilh its application all the
eviuence lhal was indudeu in the state reuJrd.
Veril.On demonstrated in ils application that CLECs
frequently choose not to schedule repair
appointments at the earliest available date, even
(hough they arc offered the same repair intervals
(induding weekend appointments) as Verizon's
retail customers. Application at 20; UR '1'1 73-75;
G/C 1'ft 103-105.

In response 10 criticisms of Veri/.on's maintenance
and repair performance and allempts to rcly
predominately on repair interval measures, Veri/.On
demonstrated that when the propensity of CLECs to
dedine weekend repair appointments is taken into
account. the reported difference for wholesale and
relail orders is reduced hy an addilional four hours.
When comhined with the effect descrihed ahove of
CLECs accepling loops that do not support xDSL
service, this reduces the difference between
Verizon' s wholesale and retai I performance to only
five hours in luly and eliminates the difference in
Septemher. Reply Comments at 15; UR Reply
, 73.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.

Veri/.On demonstrated in its annlication that CLECs



allef.:led ny CUTs' failure to isolate Irounic, nn
loops. whidl f.:auses Illulliple dispatdles and lies up
rep;,ir personnel. App. B, Tan 445 (Re,ponse to
Inlimnation RequesIIHE-5-11); App. B, Tan 4B.
al Chedlist All 'fl'. 251-253; App. B, Tan 41.)4, at
Chef.:klist All. 'I 150.

rourth. Veri/on demonstrated thatlhe vast majority
oftrounle lickets thaI CLEes have sunmilled on
OSL loops werc for loops where no lrounlc was
found 10 exist. which needlessly tics up Veriwn
lef.:hnif.:ians in unnef.:cssary appointmcnts. App. B,
Tan 445 (Response 10 Information Request OTE-5
II); App. B, Tan 520, at 4280 (new numnering);
App. B, Tab 494, at Chef.:klisl Mf.1'1 143-145; DTE
Eval. App. F (VZ August 22, 2000 Response to DTE
RR 323),

Verizon provided carrier-specific data that, of all the
troubles submitted by Covad between April 15 and
!June IS, 2000, nearly 56 percenl were dosed with
No Trouble Found, and Ihal in the majority of cascs
unce Verizon told Covad this it did nol issue a
further trouble report. App. B, Tab 494, at Chef.:klist
Aff.1 144.
Finally, Vcrizon demonstrated thai its repair
intervals arc affecled hy "no access" siluations,
which also needlessly tics up Verizon tef.:hnicians

t1ired VZ-M/\ lechni,ians 10 the e,a,t !tKalion of
the lrounle i, unl:onlro\'l'rted in our re'ord." DTE
hal al .~ II}

"IWIc lind \hal VZ-MA's mainlenanf.:e and repair
performanf.:e is hindered ny Ihe CLEes' inabilily to
idenlify Ihe sourl:e of the trouble." OTE Eval. at
320.

"A CLEe's inahility 10 locate the source of a
problem nol only delays repairs for Ihat CLEC but
other CLECs, too." OTE Eval. al 320.

"VZ-MA's data indicate thaI ils ... 'NTF INo
Trouble Foundl rates arc significantly higher for
CLEC than VZ-MA relail cuslomers." DTE Eval al
319-320.

"Covad also argues Ihat simply because VZ-MA has
nol found a problem from some of Covad's repeal
trouble tickets docs not mean trouble docs nol exist
because it is possible that the repeat trouble ticket is
still open. We disagree with this argument. It is
dear to us that when VZ-MA states that 29 percent
of Covad's repeat trouble tickets 'never resulted in a
found (VZ-MA) trouble,' it means VZ-MA has
dosed almost a third of Covad's repeat trouble
tickets as NTF." DTE Eval. at 321.

\

"It is only logical that an unnecessary dispatch
means that the VZ-MA technician is unable to
attend to a bona fide request trouble that much

13

frequently sunmitlllaintenanf.:e and repair requcsls
Ihal do not idcntify the trouble they arc
expcriencing with the loop, even though they arc
responsinlc for doing so. Verizon demonstrated
lhat, from May through July 2000, 59 percent of the
maintenanf.:e requests for unbundled loops were not
properly isolated, and the loop was found to he
okay or the pronlem was traced to customer
premises equipment. Verizon further stated that the
prohlem is compounded by the fact that Veriwn
technicians, in an effort to accommodate CLEC
requests, frequently assign expedited repair
appointments for CLEes that are shorter than
Verizon will assign for itself. Application at 20,
LlR 1'.76-78.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence that was induded in the state record.
As noted ahove, Veril.On demonstrated in its
applif.:ation and Reply Comments that the vast
rnajorily of trouble reports arc closed with No
Trouhle Found. Applil;ation at 25-26; LlR '11102
105 & AilS. L, M; Reply Comments at 12-14; UR
Reply '1'171-72 & All. F; GIB Reply 'I 25.

Veriwn also filed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.

Verizon demonstrated in its application that no
access siluations have a disproportionate impact on
DSL loops given that there are often three



whocoulLl he completing repairs where they could sooner" IHE hal al 3211. companies involved - Veri IOn, the CLEe, and the
gel aCl"l:ss. Apr. B, Tah 42,1, ;11 Cheddi .. t All. Isr. From April through July, Verizon was unahle
1202: App. B. Tah 520, at 24X6, 24IJX-l)l). 2522-24 to gain access to the customer's premises to
(old numhering). complete a repair in connection with nearly 59

percent of CLECs' complex loop repair requests
compared to only 3.4 percent of the maintenance
requests from Veri7.0n' s own retail customers.
Application at 25; UR I) 106 & All. N.

In response to criticisms of Veril.On's maintenance
and repair performance and allempts to rely
predominately on repair interval measures, Verizon
again pointed to these facts. Reply Comments at
15.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence Ihal was induded in the state record.

14
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Re: AppllcatJon by Verizcn New England for Authorization under ~ 271
of the Telccommunic<1tions Act of 1996, CC Do~kctNo. 00-176

Dear Chairman Kennard and Commissionc:.n I'e:ss, Furchtgott-Roth, Powell. and Tristani:

In less than three weeks. the FederaJ Communications Commission ("Commission") wtl:
rule on Venzoll New £ngland's § 271 application. ThaI ruling will hI"c a searching effect on
Musaehusetts con,s1.lzucrs anc on the telecommunications services available to them. Like the
Ne\l' York and Tens public service commissIons before it, the Massachusetts Depart:nen: of
Telecommuruca.tior.s and Energy ("Department") awaits the Commission's ruling with lceec
interest. I d.are say that the public SctVlce commissions in the other 47 states also will bc a\'ld:y
lnleres:c:d in how the C:JmmlSSIOn Views the consultative evaluation that [ilC Massacluuerts
OCpL'tment filed with the FCC on October 16. r say so, because rKnow how eagerly our
Dcpz-'1ment awaited the CommissIon's ~ew York ruilng last December as the first complete
sta:ement of what constituted an icceiHable application. OUf DeplU~rneorstrictly followed your
g'-Ilc"-.'\ce in the New Yorlc ru!ing as we condu:ted our own Investigation.

:n the fiY'C ye.<us since the J996 Act~ pnssed, our Departmcm has wor;Ced hard to put
[i~e Act's t~m.s into effect-through case after case and ~bitration after 4:bilra:ion. Indeec. e\'e:1
:l full dec~de before th~ 1996 Act, t;lc Department had already, on its 0"", adopted a clear policy
Cim"~~ In f.avor of intra-LATA competition. Iron-LATA C9m~e!ltion InvcsrU!811on. D.P.L'. 17:; I
(: 9&5). As a result of the Dcputment's initiative and of its unrelnlnin~ reg;,.:.latory press~ [or

Fax.: (617) 345-9102
www.m;gnet.nal~.ma.us/dpuI
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the put fifteen years, Massachusetts today enjo>,s the benefits of one of the most competitive
telecommwUcations markets in the Cnited States.

The five years since passage of the 1996 Act have culminated in the Dcparonenl' 5

investigOltion-overthe past eighteen lnonw-o[Verizon's compliance with the § 271 14-poin~

c.hecJcli!t. Because of tbe importance that the 1996 Act and the Commission accord to a State I s
consultative roic Wlcier § 271, the Department Devoted exten.slve, S~te·fundeci resowces to trotS
etTOI1. Both t.'e Department's evaluation ofVenzor.'s application and its recommendation 0:
COlTUlUSSlOn approval rest on an extensive record. In thc crea:ion of that record, the Depa:-~-r.e;:t

ilc:orded all carriers and a.cy other intere1ted person a full and [au opportunily to panicipate.

The Dcpanm~t has, Stnce its October 16 report. revIewed all filings made with the FCC·
NOltung t=re.sentcd since th~ changes the Department's cccclusioas Illd recorr.mendalions. The
Depart:nent fUlly ccnsidc:red and addressed all matters presented to it during its lhorough
investigation. The record before this Department plainly wmanted our findillls and
rec:ommendanons; and, I respectfuJly submit., the record now before the FCC also preser.:s a c:eu
and compdling case for approvaL

A word about DSL: I gather from Department interchanges with the FCC thz.t some
hngenr.g concern may remaia about DSL performance. Let me no:e thA~. contrary _to what l1l:ly
have oeen alleged in ex partes, CLECs had full oppommity to present their assertior.s of fac.~ ami
tnel; argwncDl3 to the Department We actively solicited their views. Moreover, C:..ECs had !!':!

ur.icnered opportunity to seCK-and hid. in. fU.t-any and all relevant information neeessary to
make their cases before the Department closed iu investigative record to draft its evaluation.
!'he Depar:mcm cval~d every CSL issue raised by ~y partlcipant in its investigation. rr
mmers were withheld !rom heine~ in our proceedin&, on.Jy to be later raised with the FCC
as unresolved, then Massachusetts, like any other state, must wonder what its § 271 consultative
role l s all about.

Furthermore, ~metrics"-tbough very use.~ as a regdatory tool. especially iu morutoriog
the futu:e sta~e of the market and protee:titlg against bac:.kslLding-are not themu/ves what § 27: :s
about. Actual performance is the centerplccc of the enquiry. The DepartmL:nt would never
d;spnzc the importance of clear metrics as eniorc:eme:n or evaluative tools, but we would
difftrentilte between the measuring tool! u:d the reality they measure-between, if you will, 11:e
therrr.o[T".=~er and the ambicnt tempcranue. Our investigation shows ti~1 the ambier,t telnpe:"a~\I:e

of DSL iles in an acceptable range of pa:lty. even though ~he thermorr.erer rr.ay need
recal:bnmon And so, I resp::c~U:;y urge L'lar you nOI heed c'Junsel that wou:d have yO:J misrlte
:he one for other.

Whue DSL octncs seemed at first loole to Incicate disparity rarber t~~n paClty, th~
Dc~anma1t looked deeper. We asked whether, or not. the metries ttemselvc:s captured the
reanty of ac!UBl performance. When we examined all ~e underlying bets (including CLEC

C"--I~-.--
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actions), any question of discriminatory treannent or orlICk of true parity was resolved. Mere
appearance yielded to fact. These deeper investigations by the Department and the conclusions
we :-eached Il1"e spread oc the record before you.

Finally aD this point, it appears that some would argue that Conlmission conclusions
should be based on the anomalous period in late summer when Verizon workers were o...t on
s'.lilce. I would urge the Commission to be intensely lIlceptic:.aJ of any argument thou the stresses
and strains on any business trying to serve conswners dur.ng a strike can really be Silld to
l~present the a.cNal undc:rlYlllg market nlis is a premise divorced from the reality of the WOlle
as It 1$ lived.

The telephone was invented ir. Boston in 1875, and the: DepL~ent has regulatcc! Vcrizo~

and Its predecessors for over 100 yun. Wta:evcr the outcome of the § 271 application. tl-.e
Depa:unenl is not going ..way. It will ccntinue to promote the policy it adopted in 1985-na.me!y.
to ?romote intra-LATA competition in order to bene!:t ~assachusens tonsum:rs and the Sta:e' s
economy DSL is a. vital featul~ of that promotional effort As I noted earlier, improved Cst
:ne:1'lCS WIll be a central part ofthilt work. TI~a% is why we have CXi:lI1::ssly and directly lir~tc :he
~a.s~husctts PAP's enforcement mea.sures to the continuing industry collaborative in ~e\\'

Ycric.. The Depanmcnt has committed-and 1repeat thu commitment here and nO\o\'-to aeopt a..-:y
r.n:i all enb.anced New York metnc... as Massachu,etts' own as soon as they are iSSUed. LLke ='ew
Yor;c. MassKhusens IS pan of the formerl\~ systml; and so it is adminis:ratively efficler.:
to fo~low I':ew York's iead in this matter. But-and this is an important additional pledge-the
Depuuncnt bas further committed itself to develop its own enhanced DSL metrics and ~o L"llel~=

cu PAP accordingly, should the New York collaborative prove dilatory. You have my anc m~'

coUugu.=' word on that.

Let me: clo'e by thanking the fCC (or the cordial cooperation the Depa.:tment has ec.Toyed
over this long process. I hope and tr.:st ~n&t, :n renderin~ your panmour.t statutory judgment CD

thIS appilc:.ation. you will be able to give due deferen::.e to the [act-finding and to the hard aDd
food-filth worle that the Massa.chuse~s Department ofTelecommunications and Energy has
I.:orcd to put before you. I do no: er.vy your task of domg u\ a bare 90 cays what we-wi:.b a
;mor knOWledge of au: market stretct:.:ng baci( a centuIy-have taken 18 :nonths to do. 7hank
you for YOUl r.nention to the views expressed here and in the Dcpa..,ment's eadier filings.

Very tn11y you.~.

61 ?34S9H!;l
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I am writing to ,ain yOI.U' sUt'port for the Verizon Corporation's enny ir.to ~,e

~s&c;h\,1sC'ta LonK DisWloe market.

At the present time, Vmzcn is waitins for approval (rom the Federal Communications
C.::lmmusion (F.e.c.). nus decision is due by nllmday. December 21.2000.

For the weI!ue of122)' Union members. it is il'llpottant that Verizon get tbat ,omrniteenr
fom the F.C.C. In Muuch\lSftts. customers art Ie,Yine the Union-built Denvark ofVerizoD because of
the blmclJed services of our non-union competitors. Without the opbon QC Jong di1w"c 5CfVl:t.

cUJtom~rsan choelinl the "one-atop" shoPl'inc route to ett tt:eir telephone. cable t.Y.• long distan:e ~d
Intcnet from a list of companies that doa not iftcJude Verizon.

As a labor leader, Josina Cu.namCTS afreca my ability to obtain a coUeotive bargainiDB
a.creemeat and ~OR imponmtJy keeping my members It worle.

J wol.t1d appreciate YO\l using yow Ilulu.cacr with the F.C.C. to suppon this Local and
VCrlzon Corponcon in helping to abtaiD lon& distance SeMcCJ.

Thank You (or yOLO[ conunuow suppon af orsaruzc:d ubor. Ifyou have any q~estions,
pleue ~IJ rot a~ 617·321-9600.
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